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Author suffers 
for view that 
Oswald did it 

i 

Let me admit 
my bias right up 
front: I agree with 
Jim Moore. I think 
Oswald did it. 

But I never im- 
agined that it was 
such a controver- 
sial position to 
hold. 

Poor Mr. Moore. 

He has taken .quite a bashing in the few 
months since his book. Conspiracy of One, 
was published. The Waco resident dared to 
declare that Lee Harvey Oswald acted 
alone in the assassination of John Ken- 
nedy. 

Isn’t it odd that someone could generate 
controversy by writing a book advancing 
the official version of the assassination? 
But the fact is that, according to polls, the 
vast-majority of Americans believe a con- 
spiracy was involved in the president’s 
death. 

For a long time, Jim Moore believed it 
too. 

When he was just 8 years old, Mr. Moore 
overheard his grandmother expressing 
her doubts about the case. “That’s how the 
obsession came about." he said. And he ad- 
mits that it is still an obsession for him. “It 
dominates the better part of every waking 
day.” 

A story in the Arkansas Democrat in 
1976 detailed the then-17-year-old high 
school student's extensive research on the 
case. “I was kind of a precocious little kid,” 
Mr. Moore said. 

Ironically, Mr. Moore never drew much 
flak when he was espousing the view that a 
conspiracy claimed the president's life. 
Now. however, he has been lambasted on 
talk shows across the land. 

Personal attacks 
He's been called everything from 

’ goofy" to "a little twit." Longtime Ken- 
nedy researcher Harold Weisberg called 

] the book “a thoroughly dishonest ego trip 
] by an arrogant, self-important man." 
1 “1 just wish they would criticize the 
| book and not me." Mr. Moore said. 
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spiracy of One has taken a decidedly nasty 
tone. 

To be fair to the critics, there is a know- 
it-all tone to Mr. Moore's book that is grat- 

| ing. That “precocious kid" is still in evi- 
dence. 

But Mr. Moore said the professional crit- 
ics have another reason for being so vin- 
dictive. “If people take my book to heart, 
it's the death knell for their little cottage 
industry." 

Mr. Moore said he began to doubt his 
original conspiracy view when he saw that 
many fellow critics refused to accept new 
evidence that pointed to Oswald. Instead, 
they just kept building even more convo- 
luted theories of conspiracy. 

And contrary to what the critics would 
have us believe, the evidence continues to 
mount that Oswald was the gunman and 
the only gunman, he said. 

Lack of evidence 
Though most of the book is dedicated to 

detailed rebuttal of the critics’ arguments, 
Mr. Moore also asks some basic questions 
that seem even more telling. For example, 
if there was a gunman shooting from the 
grassy knoll, where did his bullets go? 

"Why, after more than 26 years of dili- 
gent research, have the critics not been 
able to name a single name, find a single 
bullet not fired from Oswald’s rifle, locate 
someone who actually saw another gun- 
man firing at the president or provide con- 
crete evidence of cross fire and conspir- 
acy?" he asks in the book. 

So why do the conspiracy books con- 
tinue to flourish? It’s not just because 
plenty of authors are pushing them, Mr. 
Moore said. It's because the American pub- 
lic wants to believe them. 

"For one thing, it’s more fun. It’s just 
like the National Enquirer reporting that 
Elvis would sing at the Super Bowl. No one 
really believed it. but it was fun to contem- 
plate." 

Secondly, he said, it somehow dimin- 
ishes President Kennedy's life — and per- 
haps all life — to think that it could be ex- 
tinguished so easily by a "human zero” like 
Lee Oswald. 

Ultimately. Mr. Moore believes, the con- 
spiracy mongers have done more damage 
to this country than Oswald ever did. They 
planted seeds of cynicism and distrust, and 
keep them growing still. 

"They made us doubt ourselves," Mr. 
Moore wrote. 

And that may be the most tragic legacy 
of what happened in Dallas. . V 
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Well. OK. Mr. Weisberg did that, too. 
] How about “silly and stupid"? Or "a trivial- 
| ity"? Or “this flaunting of ignorance and 
| personality failures”? 
i Oh wait. 1 guess we’re back to personal 
! attacks there. 

Suffice to say that the debate over Con- 


